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" See specifically ERAGS Exhibit 7-1 and Section 7.3.3.
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Section 7 Spatial Scale and Determination of COPCs — Tissue Residue Line of Evidence(Section See response to Comment 1. Resolved. No action needed. Fish
Fish Risk 7.0) - see also the removed Section 2.0 by examining the red-lined version from Please note that the specifics of the agreement made on October 15, 2010, are | home ranges used in the BERA were
Assessme Attachment 12: There appear to be new steps introduce.d into thg risk‘assessmc.ent that provided in the response to Comment 1. as follows:
nt: expands the spatial scale for the evaluation of the fish tissue residue line of evidence. Sculpins — 0.1 mile
Further averaging is cond}lcted beyond a composite by composite analysis (step 1). that Largemouth bass, northern
was presented in the previous DRAFT BERA. Table 7-7 should be used to determine
COPCs (Stepl) and not Table 7-1 (Step 2) which expands the spatial scale. Composite
samples already represent an average concentration over a relevant spatial scale that was ;
selected according to the home range of the fish. COPCs should be identified based on White sturgeon, largescale sucker,
Step 1 (Sample by sample basis) instead of further widening the scale beyond the home peamouth, Pacific lamprey, Chinook
range of the fish in Step 2 (Table 1) (Note: The LWG cites an agreement made on Oct. salmon - sitewide
15th 2010 as justification. but the specifies of the agreement are not provided). See also
Section 7.1.5 (risk characterization) and in particular the text that was removed. These

include:

pikeminnow — | mile
Carp — 3 miles
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Section
7.13.1
Empirical
Tissue
EPCs:

ED_000959_NSF_00061596-00004

There is a citation provided that under EPA guidance both composite and discrete samples
are appropriate for calculation of UCLs using Pro UCL Software (EPA 2007b). This
guidance is directed at calculating soil exposure point concentrations and unot body
burdens for the protection of fish populations. The calculation of exposure point
concentrations for the protection of [ish should be on a relevant spatial scale which is
composite by composite, as the composites were already designed with honie range in
mind. The tables in attachment 10 showing these calculations should be moved (or
repeated) in the main text of the BERA

06/25/2019

Uses of composite and discrete sampling are the same for soil and organisms
(i.e., characterization of the population of interest within the sampled area);
therefore, UCL guidance applies.

Attachment 10 does not present fish tissue calculations. Steps 1 and 2 of the
fish tissue LOE analyses are presented in the main text.

Also, please see response to Comment 1.

Portland Harbor RI/FS
Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report
Resolution of EPA’s July 10, 2012 comments on the LWG’s July 1, 2011 draft final BERA
December 21,2012

Resolved. 1) The specific question of

whether the cited EPA guidance
saying that both composite and
discrete samples are appropriate

for

calculation of UCLs using Pro UCL

Software has been resolved

(affirmative). No change needed.
2) Fish home ranges specified in

Comment 6, which will be the

maximum spatial extent in the BERA

for averaging contaminant

concentrations in composite tissue

samples for fish species.
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20 Section 8

Section
8151
Spotted
Sandpiper
and Map 8-

1

ED_000959_NSF_00061596-00005

Table 8-3,
Shotebird Exposure
Areas

The problem formulation calls for shorebird exposure areas in |-mile increments.
However, the exposure area has been changed in the ERA {o 2 mile exposure areas
calculated using 90% UCLs. Since many beaches are contaminant specific, this
methodology in some cases bifurcates or dilutes out ecologically relevant concentrations.
‘The 1 mile exposure area should be retained, and the L WG needs to provide justification
for expanding the exposure area to a 2 mile range.

A 2-mile beach exposure area is outlined in Table 8-16. However, sandpiper would be
using a linear shoreline and crossing the river would be unlikely. Therefore, if a larger
area is considered, it should be 2 miles on one side of the river, which is also consistent
with contiguous sources. Table 8-16 indicates river mile stretches on both sides as well as
Map 8-1. This methodology diluted and bi-furcated shorebird habital as well as sources
and should be revised appropriately.

06/25/2019

The conmument is inaccurate. The PE does not call for shorebird exposure arcas
in I-mile increments. Individual beaches and 2-mile increments were used in
the dralt BERA as well: they were not changed in the draft final BERA. The
Justification for the 2-mile exposure areas is found in the PF in Table 6
(minimum forage distance identified as 4-6 km [2.5-3.7 miles]).

Dilferent exposure would have little effect on risks to shorebirds. In order to
characterize the potential for foraging ranse assumptions to aflect risk
conclusions in the final BERA, the risks characterization based on data from
individual beaches will be moved from Attachment 17 {o the main text and
discussed along with resulls for 2-mile exposure areas, if EPA decides that it is
important enough to include in the main body of the report.

See response to Comment 20,

Resolved. Based on information in
Table 6 of the problem formulation,
and a literature value of a 5 hectare
home range, the 2-mile increment for
the nearshore foraging range of spotted
sandpiper appears correct. For clarity,
a table and appropriate text
summarizing the individual beach risk
characterization in Attachment 17 will
be presented in the main text of the
BERA,

Resolved. No action needed. The 5
hectare home range described in Miller
and Miller (1948). could be converted
1o approximately a 2 mile stretch of
riparian habitat 50 feet deep. This is
reasonably consistent with the 2.5 to
3.7 mile foraging range in Table 6 of
the problem formulation. While
energetically it makes more sense for
sandpipers to forage on the same side
of the river, in reality the fractured
availability of foraging habitat in the
Study Area does not preclude the
possibility that sandpipers forage on
both sides of the Willamette River
within a 2 mile reach.
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3) COPCs/ 29 Identification of COPCs: The lack of inclusion of surrogates for components of some risk | The selection of TRVs and development COPC screening methods has EPA requires fish tissue to be screened
TRVs drivers is likely confounding and underestimating risk, particularity for butyltins and undergone years of collaborative effort and agreements, resulting in the values | againsta 50 pg/g TRV, and that available
dioxins and furans other than 2 3 7.8-TCDD. This is alse confounding the comparison and methods that were used in the draft final BERA. These values and methods | literature be used to derive a new BERA
between different receptors and media lines of evidence since in some cases these should not be changed at this stage of the RI/ES without clear and compelling o5 BICDIIRY _
important COI were not further investigated or included in the COPC sumimary tables. justification. Some examples of what might constitute clear and compelling 11111 a;g\}; 6, 2806 leggr %LEIG rggzardmg
Justification for changing TR Vs are: tce >0 oe ised 1 fhe Roun,
- _ . _ omprehensive Site Summary and Data
e Availability of pertinent data that were unavailable at the time the Gaps Report, EPA provided clarification
BERA TR Vs were developed on several TRVs including the 2.3 7.8
e Previously undiscovered errors in published data or data analyses 1O screening value foranuate Hesies
_ _ . ‘ In that letter, EPA agreed with an L WG
e Previously undiscovered errors in LWG or EPA calculations hicrarchy for identifying aquatic tissue
1f one or more of these criteria are met, then the affected TR V(s) should be TRVs Two of the tiers of that hierarchy
updated if and only if the update would significantly change the draft final were the Dyer et al. (2000) 5" percentile
BERA s risk conclusions. This is specifically applicable to Comments 39, 50, | TRVs based on a review of the literature,
and 55 which was a more prefenfed ‘gier thanlthe
COPCs were identified gccprding to EPA s PF: screening levels were pm’vi.df‘:d g;:: éis;ll?t;dcgggi;n a\;lgglymg b
or approved by EPA. Dioxins and furans were evaluated through use of toxicity | pioconcentration factor. Dyer et al. (2000)
equivalent factors (1EFs) in ordet to compare 1o the 2,3,7.8-1CDD IRV for all | did not contain a 5% percentile value for
fish and wildlife. Invertebrate tissue was an exception, in that there are no 2.37.8-1CDD. but did describe the
TEFs to allow creation of a TEQ: only 2.3,7 8-TCDD was evaluated for this methodology for deriving TRVs by the
LOE. This also applies to Comment 40. AW_QC X B_CF approach, and cited an
With respect to butyltins, please see response to Comment 41, teﬁ; 112; II: tl; ?Sjgzd%u;gg(izzgﬁrg;ﬁ&
screening level TRV for 23 7 8-1CDD.
This is the source of EPA’s recommend 50
pe/g screening value. The July 6, 2006
letter further stated that while EPA was
comfortable with moving forward with
1RVs as presented in the Preliminary Risk
Evaluaton (PRE), the source of the 90 pg/e
screeing value, as correctly noted by LWG,
‘The July 6, 2006 letter also stated that
should new information suggest that
important studies were left out that may
influence the 5% percentile IRV derivation,
EPA would work with the LWG to
determine how o incorporate the
additional information into the Round 2
report. Aquatic tissue TRV derivations for
the BERA have subsequently been updated
to base the preferred BERA tissue IRV on
the 10% percentile of the appropriate
residue-eftects data set (procedures found
in Attachment | of the BERA) for all
aquatic species except for threatened or
endangered species, in which case the 51
percentile of the residuc-effects data set
would become the TRV. Sufficient new
information on 2 3,7.8-1CDD toxicity
exists that
to recalculate risks in fish tissue from these two
contaminants, and revise text and tables as
appropriate to present the recalculated results.
EPA recognizes that EPA and LWG used
different software to calculate the percentiles of
the species sensitivity distribution for DDx. and
acknowledges that the final DDx IR Vs may
differ slightly from those given above.
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For risks to fish themselves from chemicals eliciting dioxin-like toxicity, perform a TEQ As shown in Attachment 5, Table 3-6 total dioxin/furan TEQ, PCB TEQ, and See comment resolution to Comment 29,
calculation for risks using the World Health Organization TEFs for fish in conjunction total TEQs in fish tissue were screened (based on fish TEFs) in the SLERA and
with the appropriate dioxin, furan and PCB congener analytical data for fish tissues. The | climinated as COPCs because maximum concentrations were below the

dioxin TEQ and total TEQ concentrations should be compared to the screening level screening level of 90 pg/g. This is also the screening level for 2,3,7.8-TCDD
benchmark of 50 pg/e (wet weight) for 2.3.7 8-TCDD . Calculations and results need to be | for fish (See Attachment 5, Table 3-1).

presented in 2 new table, as this information appears to be unavailable in the draft final

BERA. EPA believes that this screen, particularly when applied to the Round 3b fish

tissue data, will identify at least one smallmouth bass coniposite sample as having a total

TEQ hazard quotient greater than ot equal to 1.0. This analysis may also identify other

fish species with total TEQ hazard quotients greater than or equal to 1.0. For fish samples

where the dioxin TEQ or total TEQ hazard quotients exceed 1.0, a baseline ecological risk

TRV will need to be developed using the tissue residue TRV derivation methodology used

to derive the other BERA fish tissue TRVs. The BERA TEQ TRV will then be compared

to the measured TEQs in fish tissue fo identity the baseline ecological risk hazard

quotients for dioxin TEQ and total TEQ.

34 34 and 35 were inadvertently skipped when assigning numbers to EPA’s July 10, 2012 comments on the July "1, 2011 Draft Final Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment.

35

36 Section 5 | Table 5-3, Benthic | Every effort should be made to include relevant SL Vs in the screening stage. For example. | The SLERA was conducted according to direction give by EPA in EPA’s PE, Resolved. See conunent 41 resolution -
Invertebrate COIs | it is unclear why there is not a SLV for tributyltin in sediment when several exist, and included EPA-provided SQGs (see Table 2-1) of the SLERA. No IBT discusses placing mono-, di- and
with No TRVs including in DEQ guidance (use marine AET as a surrogate). Tributyltin should be used as | SQG was included in those sets. tetrabutyltin into the group of

a surrogate for the other butyltins in screening. EPA Region 3 also has a comprehensive contaminants without TR Vs whose
list of sediment benchmarks that would fill many of these gaps available at: tisks cannot be quantified.
hitp/'www.epa.goviresShwmd/iriskieco/btagisbv/twsed/R3 BTAG FW sediment Bench

marks 806.pdf

10
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There are two TR Vs that need to be changed in the document: bis(2-¢thylhexylphthalate | Regarding BEHP — no LOAEL TRV was identified as per response to EPA EPA believes that the BEHP in fish
in fish tissue and the DDX in fish tissue values. The BEHP TRV should be raised from Comunent 110 on the draft BERA, tissue TRV sent to LWG on 9/5/2008
0.39 mg/ke (the screening level benchmark) to the BERA TRV of 1.6 mg/ks The DDX Regarding DDx — See notes on Comment 110 on draft BERA. (1.6 mg/ke wet wi.) and the tofal DDx
change goes back to the originally proposed total DDX in fish tissue benchmark. which It appears that EPA has questions about the LWG’s interpretation of one of the TRV in fish tissue (10 th percentile =
the LWG changed based their position on interpretation of a specific study. It is noted that toxicity studies (Allison et al. 1964). The interpretation is the same as what was 0.68 mg/kg wet wt., 5" percentile =
}I;WG did not ta1§e the study out of the Qatabase usc..ad to degve the DDX TRV, but used a presented in the LWG’s November 20, 2008, TRV transmittal to EPA (LWG 0.46 mg/ke wet wt.) sent to LWG on
igher cffect residuc from the study which results in elevation of the DDX TRV from 0.68 2008), which EPA did not comment on. The TRV has not changed since that 9/12/2008 are correct and based on a

mg/kg to 1.6 mg/kg. time. EPA is suggesting that the TRV be changed based on a reinterpretation of | SOrfect interpretation of the literature
one of the scientific papers that was used to set the TRV in 2010. uscd to derive these TRVs. The LWG

The LWG is not addressing the technical aspects of EPA’s suggestion at this will ise thes.e TR.VS n tl}e Bl b
. : : recalculate risks in fish tissue from
time, because it understands that a TRV agreement has been established and . :
; . . . : these two contaminants, and revise text
the time for deliberations has passed. The merits were discussed snd thles ds AbTTObrte b Dlcsent he
collaboratively and at great length while EPA and the LWG were developing bpop P

: . recalculated results. EPA recognizes
the TR Vs and during the drafl BERA comment response period. that EPA and L WG used ditforent

A new DDx TRV for fish tissue residue would presumably necessitate software (o calculate the percentiles of
recalculating the sculpin DDx PRG and trigger extensive revisions (o FS tables, | 1,0 species sensitivity distribution for
maps, and text. The TRV change that EPA supgests in its comments on the DDx, and acknowledges that the final
draft final BERA would reduce the total DDx PRG for sculpin by DDx TRVs may differ slightly from
approximately a factor of 2.4 Changing the TRV would also increase the HOs
for smallmouth bass and northern pikeminnow such that the maximum values,
which are < 1.0, would become slightly > 1.0, which would trigger still more
revisions to the draft final BERA Given the magnitude of the change to the
TRV and PRG. the sculpin DDx PRG still would not bound any AOCs, so the

practical purpose that would be served by these revisions is unclear.

those given above.

16
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Section It is unclear why the downstream reach includes RM 1.9 which is generally co-located Study area boundaries and datasets have been agreed to (Attachment | page The BERA Study Area will be defined
42, Non- with sources offshore of the Evraz facility. 10: EPA Problem Formulation (EPA 2008¢)): this agreement includes RMs 0 | throughout the BERA as River Miles
Study 1019 11810 154 and the Multnomah Channel in addition to the Study Area | 1.9 to 11.8. Samples and stations
Area Data (RM 1.9-11.8). located at River Mile 1 9 are
considered as being within the Study

Area

20
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7) Refined Section It is still unclear if the decision criteria outlined in the flowchart were appropriate. As a Tables 5-2 (benthic inverts), 5-5 (fish tissue), and 5-8 (wildlife) are included in | LWG must confirm that for media
screen 512, patt of resolutions on comments from the July 2010 DRAFT BERA, a table showing each | Section 5 of the BERA_ and identity all chemicals screened out of the refined with limited sample numbers and
Relined chemical screened out of the refined screen and the reason was supposed {o be developed. | screen and the rationale for screening out based on the refined screen. Please where individual saniples may be
Screen This information was not included in the revised document. The flowchart indicates that note that the flowcharts for the refined screening process were developed based | indicative of localized effects (ie.,
chemicals were screened out based on frequency of detection, which may not on EPA s directed process for sereening provided in EPA’s PED (Attachment 2 | surface water, transition zone water
appropriately consider appropriate spatial scale. of the BERA). and clam, sculpin, crayfish and
smallmouth bass tissue) the 5%
frequency of detection rule was not
applied to eliminate COPCs from
evaluation in the BERA, per the
problem formulation. If contaminants
were improperly eliminated, they must
be evaluated in the BERA. Detected
chemicals without TR Vs will be
considered as contaminants whose
risks cannot be quantified in the
BERA, thus potential risks from such
contaminants are an uncertainty in the
BERA. This approach will resolve
issues such as how to describe
potential risks from contaminants such
as mono-, di- and tetrabutyl tin that do
not have TRVs in the BERA.

21
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1. Benthic Invertebrates, Section 5.2: Samples where the detection limit exceeded the
screening level TRV should be retained in the SLERA . Dropping COls at this stage does
not allow for proper alignment of different lines of evidence in the risk assessment. In
addition, COIs without SL'Vs should be retained in the SLERA and analyzed with other
lines of evidence where SLVs are available. COls dropped include.

a. Sediment (occurred 30% of the time): Diethyl phthalate, dimethyl phathalte. 13-
dichlrobenzene, and heptachlor

b. Crayfish (occurred 80% of the time): dibutylphalate and dimethyl| phthalate

2. Fish (See Table 5-5):

a. Dietary: Monobutyltin, dibutyltin, and tetrabutyltin should be included in these counts
separately even if tributyltin is used as a surrogate for cffects. The assessment of
tributyltin specitic concentrations should not be assumed to cover those of the other

butyltins.

b. Tissue (17-57%): butyl benzyl phthalate, dibutylphthalate, diethylphthalate,
hexachlrobutadiene, endrin, alpha-HCH, beta-HCH and delta HCH

¢. Surface Water (30%): 2.4-DDE

d. TZW: Selenium and styrene

2. Fish (See Table 5-5):

a. Dietary: Monobutyltin, dibutyltin, and tetrabutyltin should be included in these counts
separately even if tributyltin is used as a surrogate for effects. The assessment of

tributy ltin specific concentrations should not be assumed to cover those of the other
butyltins.

b. Tissue (17-57%): butyl benzyl phthalate, dibutylphthalate, diethylphthalate,
hexachlrobutadiene, endrin, alpha-HCH, beta-HCH and delta HCH

¢. Surface Water (30%): 24-DDE

d. TZW: Selenium and styrene

22
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Decisions fo retain or drop COls from evaluation in the BERA were

implemented per EPA direction regarding the refined screening in the SLERA.

The COIs in sediment were not retained because no detected concentration
exceeded the SLV: phthalates were never detected in crayfish tissue. COIs
without SL.Vs represent an uncertainty in the BERA, but did not represent
unique chemical classes (i.e., there were other similar compounds that were

retained and evaluated in the BERA).

Please see response to Comment 101. The screening was conducted per EPA’s
direction.

For butyltins, please also see response to Comment 41,

December 21, 2012

See resolution to Comment 100,

Resolved. See resolution to Comment

100.

Resolved. See resolution to Comment

100.
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No SLERA SQV, no sig diffs betw hit, no-hit

No SLERA SQV, no sig diffs betw hit, no-hit
No SLERA SQV, mean hit <mean no-hit
No SLERA SQV, no sig diffs betw hit, no-hit
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117 Attachmen | Table 7-2 1t is unclear why only the average concentrations in shorebird prey was predicted. It Maodels were used to predict concentrations for individual beaches. EPCs are Resolved (response acceptable to EPA

t4 appears the average sediment concentration was used to calculate an average worm and presented in Attachment 4d. This will be clarified i the text associated with pending review of use of individual

clam prey concentration for shorebirds. which is not appropriate. Each shorebird area Table 7-2. beach EPCs in Attachment 4d).

should be calculated separately and encompassing the range in concentration as indicated
by the range presented in this table.
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Total petroleum hydrocarbon (1PH) risks evaluated but not carried through (multiple TPH was not isnored in the BERA but it should not be represented in the Appendix A of EPA’s 4/11/2008
locations in BERA). Any TPH fractions identified as posing potentially unacceptable toxicity table in 2 manner inconsistent with its relevance as recognized by direction to LW that transmitted the
ecological risks should be carried through to the completion of the risk characterization. ATSDR s toxicological profile (ATSDR 1999). TPH fractions were section of the problem formulation
Given that Portland Harbor has multiple potential sources, in many instances, chemicals represented in the water quality assessment. PAHs, which are a componentof | describing the derivation methodology
released into the environment that are quantified within a TPH fraction may not have all petroleum, were assessed in sediment, dietary pathways, and selected receptor | and the TR Vs to be used in the BERA
originated from pefroleum which is excluded from the definition of a hazardous substance | tissues. TPH was included in the logistic regression model for the benthic includes a table of sediment TR Vs for
under CERCLA . Even if some of the TPH contamination is from petroleum, TPH is a assessment. several fractions of TPH  Evaluation
pollutant or contaminant and must be carried through the entire BERA so that an TPH, as EPA recognizes in its comments, is not a single substance, but simply | of TPH risks in sediment is described
assessment of risk and the need for response action may be determined See 42 U S.C. a shorthand term covering a broad range of several hundred comp()undS, in Section 5.2 of the BERA. The TPH
Section 9604(a)(1)(B). including benzo(a)pyrene, n-hexane, ethylbenzene, and xylene, that come from | in sediment fractions that screened in

a variety of sources, including coal, peat, coal tar, creosote, and microbial during the SLERA must be forwarded

breakdown products of both plant and animal biomolecules, and exhibit a range | to the BERA, and identified as posing

of effects on exposed organisms. potentially unacceptable risks to

As the ASTDR states in its toxicological profile for TPH, TPH is appropriately benthic inveriebrates at the conclusion

considered as simply an indicator of the presence of contamination: “In part of the BERA.

due to the complexity of TPH components themselves, little is known about

their potential for health or environmental impacts. As gross measures of

petroleum contamination, TPH results sinmply show that petroleum

hydrocarbons are present in the sampled media” Toxicological Profile for Total

Petroleum Hydrocarbons, p. 17 (ATSDR 1999,

For that reason, it is hot appropriate to list TPH as a COPC posing potentially

unacceptable risk and to carry it through the entire BERA as EPA requests. As

ATSDR has noted, TPH values do not provide useful information for the

purpose of determining response actions. Constituents of TPH that are

specifically listed under CERCLA  or that are better characterized, such as

PAHs, are the appropriate COCs to be used in the BERA analysis.

p. ES-14, footnote | p. ES-14, footnote 12 (redline strikeout version of the BERA). See above comment See response to Comment 128. TPH will not be added to the COPC count. The | See comment 128. AI.I iden?iﬁed TPH
12 BERA meaningfully assesses the risks from compounds that fall within the {ractions posing risks in seditent,
broad category of TPH throush the assessment of those particular compounds | surface water and TZW will be
on which there is an existing, well-developed base of information. included in the final listing and count
of chemicals posing potentially
unacceptable risks at the conclusion of
the BERA.

This resolution applies to Comments
130, 131 and 132,
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Section Table 7-42. Footnote f: See above comment See response to Comment 130
7451,

TZW Risk

Characteri

zation

Results

Section 11 | p. 69, footnote 24 See above comment See response to Comment 130
(redline strikeout
version of the
BERA)

135 Section 11 | Table 11-2. p. 84, Another location with TPH not 4 CERCLA contaminant. EPA believes TPH in the See response to Comment 128 See resolution to Comment 128,

footnote A (redline | environment is a CERCLA contaminant.
strikeout version of

the BERA)
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Table 7-18,
Receptor Specific
Prey Species

It is unclear why northern pikeminnow is assumed to eat sucker, carp, peamouth and othet
pikeminnow. The fish dietary assessnient applies {o contaminants that are metabolized
(c.g. PAHs) or regulated (e.g. metals). Therefore, the inclusion of larger fish in the dietary
estimates where accumulation of these COls in fissue is not expected is not relevant to the
assessment. In addition, the assumptions of what fish prey the fish receptors of interest are
consuming is not defensible. This should be removed and the fish dietary assessment
based on the consumption of Step 2 as outlined by EPA which incorporates primarily

invertebrate prey should be used

35
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Portland Harbor RI/FS
Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report

Resolution of EPA’s July 10, 2012 comments on the LWG’s July 1, 2011 draft final BERA

See response to Comment 1.
Specilic prey portions are presented in Table 7-19. These are consistent with
those specified by EPA in the PE (EPA 2008¢).

December 21, 2012

Resolved. Response acceptable to
EPA Northern pikeminnow dietary
preferences in Table 7-19 are the same
as those specified in the problem
formulation.
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Attachmen The sediment chemistry tab in the Excel file does not contain the ammonia and sulfide in | See response to Comment 30 regarding fish TEQs. Resolved. LWG has agreed to provide
14 Part B, sediment data, although some of this information is found in the data used during ammonia and sulfide data in the BERA
BERA reference envelope derivation. This inforination must be added to the BERA data, along sediment data file. Dioxin and the
data file with the fish tissue dioxin TEQ and total TEQ calculation results discussed in another various TEQ risks in fish tissue will be
EPA comment. These are errors of omission in the BERA data. As we have previously re-evaluated based on the revised
informed LWG, the remainder of the BER A dala file is correct to the best of our tissue TR Vs as discussed in Comment
knowledge. 29 The risk characterization of the
various TEQ calculation results for
fish tissues will be presented in
Section 7 of the BERA while the raw
calculation results will be reported in
the appropriate BERA fish tissue dala

files in Attachment 4
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Section Based on information developed during the fish tissue TRV development, we believe two | See response to Comment 62. EPA believes that the BEHP in fish
7.1 fish fish tissue TR Vs are incorrect in the BERA. For bis(2-ethylhexyDphthalate, il appears the tissue TRV sent to LWG on 9/5/2008
tissue BERA screening level TRV of 0.39 mg/kg was reused instead of the correct 1.6 mg/kg (1.6 mg/kg wet wt.) and the total DDx
assessnien TRV, For total DDx, based on the studies EPA believes should have been used to TRV in fish tissue (10 th percentile =
t calculate the total DDx TRV, the value should be 0.68 mg/kg. This total DDx TRV may 0.68 mg/kg wet wt., 5" percentile =
change slightly if recalculated using the @Risk software instead of the Burrlioz solfiware 0.46 mg/ke wet wt.) sent to LWG on
originally used by EPA. The correct TR Vs should be used for these two chemicals, and 9/12/2008 ate correct and based on a
hazard quotients recalculated. We believe these are the only two incorrect TR Vs in the correct interpretation of the literature
draft final BERA. used to derive these TRVs. The LWG
will use these TRVs in the BERA fo
recalculate risks in fish tissue from
these two contaminants, and revise text
and tables as appropriate to present the
recalculated results. EPA recognizes
that EPA and L. WG used ditferent
software to calculate the percentiles of
the species sensitivity distribution for
DDx, and acknowledges that the final
DDx TR Vs may differ slightly from
those given above. See resolution of
comment 62.
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Section
7.1, fish
tissue
assessmen
1t

For risks to fish themselves from chemicals eliciting dioxin-like toxicity, perform a TEQ See response to Comment 30.

calculation for risks using the World Health Organization TEFs for fish in conjunction
with the appropriate dioxin, furan and PCB congener analytical data for fish tissues. The
dioxin TEQ and total TEQ concentrations should be conpared to the screening level
benchmark of 50 pg/g (wet weight) for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. Calculations and results need fo be
presented in a new table, as this information appears to be unavailable in the draft final
BERA EPA believes that this screen, particularly when applied to the Round 3b fish
tissue data, will identify at least one smallmouth bass composite sample as having a total
TEQ hazard quotient greater than or equal to 1.0. This analysis may also identify other
fish species with total TEO hazard quotients greater than or equal to 1.0, For fish samples
where the dioxin TEQ or total TEQ hazard quotients exceed 1.0, a baseline ecological risk
TRV will need to be developed using the tissue residue TRV derivation methodology used
to derive the other BERA fish tissue TRVs. The BERA TEQ TRV will then be compared
to the measured TEQs in fish tissue to identify the bascline ecological risk hazard

quotients for dioxin TEQ and total TEQ.

Portland Harbor RI/FS
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See resolution of Comment 29,

Allison DT, Koliman BJ, Cope OB, Van Valin C. 1964. Some chronic effects of DDT on cutthroat trout. Research report 64. Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, DC.
ATSDR. 1999. Toxicological profile for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH). Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, Atlanta, GA.
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